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Community Working Group Meeting #6 

November 15, 2017 
 

Jennie B Caruthers Biotechnology Building 
3415 Colorado Ave   Room A104 

6 to 8 pm 

 
 

DRAFT Meeting Notes 
Attendance 

Working Group Members in Attendance 
Ann Haebig, Dave Bacon, Dave Ensign, Dom Nozzi, Elisabeth Patterson, Joan Gabriele, Micah 
Schwartz, Stavros Roditis, Teddy Weverka, Zeke Dominguez 

City Staff and Consultants in Attendance 
• City of Boulder: Noreen Walsh, Natalie Stiffler, Bill Cowern 
• Fox Tuttle Hernandez: Carlos Hernandez 
• University of Colorado:  Richelle Reilly 
• Catalyst: Barbara Lewis, Willow Turano 
• MIG:  Paul Kuhn 

 

Materials 

Pre-Meeting Materials 

• Agenda 
• CWG Meeting #5 Summary 
• Evaluation Process Appendix 



DRAFT CWG #6 Summary    
 

2 

• September 25, 2017 Community Meeting Summary 

Meeting Handouts 
• CWG Meeting #6 Comment Form 
• Sample Evaluation Matrix 

Meeting Summary 

Introduction 
Barbara Lewis (meeting facilitator) opened the meeting and invited community working group 
(CWG) members and project team members to introduce themselves.  She then reviewed the 
agenda and the ground rules that were established at the first meeting.  
 
Noreen Walsh discussed the updated timeline for the planning study process and highlighted 
future meetings.  Noreen noted that there will be a slightly longer time frame and 2 additional 
CWG meetings than anticipated.  

 
The CWG members who had been present at CWG #5 then approved the meeting summary 
from that meeting.  Barbara then highlighted the project team’s assessment of what went well 
at Community Meeting #2 as well as what was learned to improve the next meeting and invited 
the CWG members to post their additions.  Members filled in the first section of the comment 
forms with information on outreach they conducted for Community Meeting #2 as well as their 
ideas for the next meeting.  The following is a summary from the comment forms completed by 
most of the CWG members in attendance: 

Organizational Affiliations 
• Boulder Chamber 
• Community Cycles 
• CU Housing 
• CU- Boulder Student 

CWG members made the following contacts: 
• Boulder Chamber, Better Boulder Newsletter 
• Community cycles members, through our e-news and member advocate list 
• Community cycles mailing list, friends 
• Neighbors/citizens, Next door, Wellman Creek, HOA email blast, sign at mail kiosk, 

Wellman Creek, Poster at CU 
• Other students 

CWG members used the following ways to inform people of the meeting: 
• Sent emails 
• Placed in organization newsletters or e-news 



DRAFT CWG #6 Summary    
 

3 

• Placed in organization newsletter or e-new 
• Told people I thought might be interested 
• Talked with our property manager to get in touch with tenants (needed to follow up with 

posters/emails/cards) 
• Put up Posters 
• Sent emails through HOA 
• Posted on Next door 
• Announced at meetings 
• Posted on Twitter 
• Made phone calls 

 

Character Zone Assessment and Input 
Paul Kuhn from MIG presented the results of the Character Zone assessment of existing 
conditions along the corridors which are  shown in the attached slides.  
 

CWG Questions on 30th Street Character Area Assessment: 
• Was there ever access by the wall in Segment 3? 

Response:  An access easement has not been found at this point but there is a social trail. 
• Are they going to rebuild the fire station? 

 Response: The City is looking to relocate it.  
 

CWG Comments on 30th Street Character Area Assessment: 
• The underpass is good going from one campus to another, but from the apartments in 

Segment 3, people might not be able to access as easily. 
• Lots of traffic from the Gold Run area makes it difficult for students to catch the bus on 

Colorado. 
• The Boulder Creek path floods, and then people have to move up to the crosswalk. This 

should be taken into consideration. 
• Sledding hill at Scott Carpenter could be a nice people space as well.  
• Lots of people park in the at Scott Carpenter Park area. 
• Parking lots that could use additional screening 
• There are so many driveway crossings just north of Arapahoe, on the east side, the 

number of driveways makes it intimidating to walk, and I’ve witnessed a rear end in this 
location. 

• The bus stop on 30th near Walnut is not working very well if you’re trying to use the bike 
lane, but works nicely if you’re trying to use the bus.  
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Comment Form Input on 30th Street Character Area Assessment: 

What opportunities did you hear about that you find most personally exciting? (30th Street) 
• Widening the sidewalk will make bus stops and walking in winter much better! 

Improving bus stops- waiting in front of that wall in July is pretty harsh right now 
formalizing the social path to Pennsylvania (can we do this even if it doesn’t meet ADA 
guidelines?) Colorado Ave- Highlighting the complexity of 28th and Colorado 
intersection, widening the sidewalk on the north side of 28th, completing missing 
sidewalks east of 30th- I think there's a stranded bus stop right there now 

• Protected bike lanes, mobility hubs, art  
• Bus stop area I believe #6, expansion of sidewalk width 
• Residential areas (south) with all becoming somehow more enhanced  
• Vertical features, pause points, crosswalks/ways  
• Bus stop enhancements, public art, sidewalk improvement  
• Keep traffic moving is likely to conflict with safety and encouragement 

What opportunities did you hear about that you feel might have the greatest impact on achieving the vision, 
goals, and objectives for the corridors? (30th Street) 

• Widening the sidewalk, protecting the bike lane  
• Increased right of way 
• Infrastructure to reduce conflict between modes of transport  
• Character improvements- Bus hubs  
• More conforming space for bike/pedestrian traffic with attention to bus stops  
• For both areas, the addition of greenery is enticing but I frequently notice in my car, on 

foot and on bike that views can be obstructing by these features. 
• Improve light across Aurora/or bikes  

 

CWG Questions on the Colorado Ave. Character Assessment 
• By formalizing social paths, do we put a sidewalk where there’s a walking path?  

Response: Yes, the intent is to do that. 

CWG Comments on the Colorado Ave. Character Assessment 
• There is not a good bus stop on the east side, such as the one on the west side. 

Comment Form Input on Colorado Avenue Character Area Assessment: 

What opportunities did you hear about that you find most personally exciting? (Colorado Avenue) 
• Highlighting the complexity of 28th and Colorado intersection, widening the sidewalk on 

the north side of 28th, completing missing sidewalks east of 30th- I think there's a 
stranded bus stop right there now 

• Narrow sidewalks on West end, North side of the street 
• Social paths becoming more intentional 
• The "parklike" quality of the street as it moves toward CU. (Also possibilities for 

enhanced landscape like vertical monumentation) 
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• Second path enhancement 

What opportunities did you hear about that you feel might have the greatest impact on achieving the vision, 
goals, and objectives for the corridors? (Colorado Avenue) 

• Possibly marking separate spaces for bikes and pedestrians on the south side west of 
28th, anything to highlight the complexity of 28th and Colorado to slow drivers there 

• Increased right of way 
• There is lots of space here, make it beautiful and comfortable 
• Cross walks "cattle crossings" 
• Designated paths, which are better signed and safer, rather than social paths 
• Additional bus stop for E bound busses by foothills, continuous sidewalk along both sides 

Comment Form Questions and Suggestions regarding Character Zone Assessment 
• I'm not really concerned with "pause points" just want corridors that let everyone get 

where they need to go safely. Pleasant is nice, but I've seen safety compromised for 
pleasant before; please don't do that. (Like when bikes and cares share a lane because 
space next to landscape instead) 

• Separate bike lanes from bus stops 
• Perhaps a bus hub east to west on Colorado. I see severe speeding coming out of 33rd to 

Colorado 
• Concern over financing improvements and how to get family residents to buy-in, 

especially if they are rentals 
• Just thinking about visibility and bike/bus interaction. Also, between 30th and 28th on 

Colorado there are a number of rental residents backed up to Colorado, which get 
trashed by students. They don't care! How to get by inform owners and renters? 

• Heard "add pedestrian crossing to calm traffic speeds as much as possible." - not a 
shared goal to slow traffic 

• Need to be clear about what our land use objectives are in the zones 
 

Evaluation Process 
Carlos then described the overall approach to evaluating the options.  He explained that the 
performance measures are drawn from the vision, goals and objectives that the CWG has 
provided input on at previous meetings.  He then introduced examples for how two of the 22 
performance measures could be applied to options in the corridors.   
 
Carlos also explained how the major considerations would factor into the evaluation process.  
Several categories of major considerations will be addressed, including financial implications, 
environmental impacts, effects on mobility and private property impacts. Carlos also 
introduced the sample matrix that will be used to evaluate the corridors. The matrix provides 
information on how each of the options perform for each project objective.  The matrix will be 
augmented with a technical appendix that provides bullet point notes on the individual 
evaluations.  
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CWG Questions on the Evaluation Process:  
• Are the criteria all of equal importance? 

Response: They are not all equal, and they are also not all prioritized.  We have to look at 
each of them for what works well and what doesn’t work well. They are all things that 
are important to people.  

 
• What are the measures; are they things that make it feasible? 

Response: We will compare the effectiveness, rated based on these measures. 
 

• Could you say that option 1 scores better while option 2 scores best in the matrix? 
 Response: Yes, absolutely! 
 

• Who is filling this out?  
Response: Staff. 

 
• What is the cost/time factor in right of way? I wonder about the huge trade-offs. Are we 

are looking at pushing this far into the future? 
Response:     The concept plan will be implemented over a period of time between 3 and 

20 years. 
 

• Something I’ve been hearing at the open house and during the election is concern about 
the effect on the speed through the corridor.  Can we set peoples’ minds at ease? 

 Response: There are two issues.  Desire to maintain travel time is clearly one of our 
objectives. If we could get people to drive slower to safely interact with pedestrians or 
bikes, that would be a positive thing.  We want drivers to go slow, but want them to be 
able to move through the corridor smoothly. This is going to be a challenging project 
because every option has at least one major consideration. The policy makers are 
looking to us to figure out the best trade- offs.  

 
• There’s going to be objectives that conflict with each other. Certain things could be 

detrimental to the safety objectives. For instance, what does it mean to “Keep traffic 
moving?” If cars can’t be delayed, then all bets are off. What if, hypothetically, one 
objective is way above another but it is politically infeasible?   
Response: We are bringing these options to City Council.  The CWG isn’t picking an 
option; instead, we will show how each option preforms against the others.  

 
• Question: Better vs best, is there a way to quantify rather than quantify with financial 

considerations   
Response: The one with the least or no additional right of way needed will have less cost 
in general than an options with additional right of way needed.  
 

Carlos shared the example of the Table Mesa project which occurred over 20 years ago. While 
there was an option that was best for safety, Council decided not to make the center lane 
because of the impacts on homes.  These are the kinds of trade-offs we’ll be looking at 
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regarding the 30th Street and Colorado Avenue corridors. 
 
Barbara asked if the matrix was a comprehensive way to study results. Members responded 
individually, as follows: 
 

• This is the kind of thing you use to justify decisions and understand trade-offs, it 
generates lots of discussion, but it looks overwhelming.  

• These homes are college rentals, they don’t use the yard, and the landowner should 
want this for their students.  

• We need to be sure we are not naïve about the stopping places. 
• I do feel that this is a lot to consume, so summarizing it by goals will grab their attention. 
• I wish there was something we could do about the Daily Camera editorials.  What they 

ran was irresponsible.  
• Is it (the matrix) going to help us rank numerically, so we can explain what’s better, 

assign numbers to various objectives?  Is it more defensible, if we do to that way? Or 
better to be subjective and not reduce it to numbers? 
Response: We believe the needs should be evaluated subjectively.  Not everybody values 
the objectives the same way. 

Comment Form Input on the Evaluation Process 

Based on what you have heard tonight, do you believe the evaluation process appropriately 
comprehensive? 

• Yes (6) 
• Yes, a goal summary would be helpful 
• Absolutely 
• I think rather than worst, better, best, it would be better to rank the options. So if there 

are 5 options, rank 1-5 

What questions do you have about it? 
• Folks have a concern about flow of auto traffic being reduced/constrained. Are speeds 

addressed? 
• Are the criteria for selecting options ranked for importance? Does one of two selection 

criteria trump all others? 

How do you suggest we take this information and the results of the evaluation forward to the 
community? 

• Put the whole matrix on the website before the meeting. Posters at library and rec 
centers? 

• We need to reach out to in commuters. Ideally show traffic with crossing 
• Simplify it. I feel most people won't spend the time to read the entire "matrix." 
• If the community really wants "process" to involve community, it is critical to point out 

that the evaluation criteria were developed by citizens, not only staff 
• In summary form, there's too much detail to put in front of large crowds. Just make it 

available.  
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• I'd suggest you engage the Daily Camera editorial board - not the advisory board  

Phase 3 Community Engagement 
Barbara outlined the approach for continued community engagement through Phase 3.  She 
also asked the group if they had thoughts on future outreach. Members responded.  

• Nobody I know in Smiley Court got an email this time.   
• The impression we get from the loud voices is not usually how the majority feels. 
• We have great community outreach, I suggest speaking out, we have input from the  
• Concern about how the Daily Camera takes an oppositional stance toward City projects. 

  
Ideas for outreach in advance of the next community meeting (listed on comment forms) were 
as follows: 

• I can't remember if the camera had an article… post at EBRC, if you didn't 
• Better signage on 30th  
• Daily Camera Article 
• Invite members of all the political factions that emerged in the recent elections (Open 

Boulder, Engage boulder, Plan Boulder) 
• I didn't see an online poll for the meeting through CU family housing 
• I personally need to do better at follow-ups. In general, more business owners and 

shoppers for input.  
• No, I think the outreach was widely visible. 
• KGNU- 
• Have a community meeting on main campus 

  
 
Wrap Up 
Noreen wrapped up the meeting by summarizing next steps.  Participants completed their 
individual comment forms. 
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